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Introduction 
A GREAT DEAL of the literature on public lending right (PLR) is acrimo- 
nious in tone; harsh and intemperate words are used by both supporters 
and resisters. This is perhaps to be expected; indeed, one might wonder 
that there were not more in view of the circumstances. Arranged on the 
one side are a group of writers who, feeling they have been financially 
victimized time out of mind, have more or less suddenly found in the 
practices of librarians and libraries both a culprit and a remedy. On the 
other side are most librarians, dedicated to a universally accepted social 
institution, and with a long history of service in what they have always 
considered an honorable profession, suddenly accused of illegal or 
immoral predations on the community of authors. That the heart of the 
PLR argument, the automatic conclusion that library lending of books 
works to the economic detriment of authors, is unproven and even 
unlikely across the board irritates librarians. That anyone should doubt 
such an “obvious” fact in turn further inflames authors. The very term 
public lending right, used as an umbrella term to cover any enactment 
or administrative arrangement whereby some authors receive financial 
aid or recompense on the basis of presumed damage done them by 
library circulation of their works, is a red flag to many librarians. They 
consider the term inappropriate, misleading and only properly used to 
denote the right Iibraries have had for centuries virtually without ques- 
tion; the right to circulate books freely to their constituency. 
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This is not to say, however, that all librarians oppose PLR-just as 
not all authors favor it. Some individual librarians do indeed support it 
and have served as very zealous advocates. Some regard it, if not with 
favor, at least with indifference or resignation. It muSt be remembered 
that of the ten or so countries with PLR schemes in operation or 
pending, all but two are countries with small populations and countries 
which find it difficult to resist what they see as foreign cultural domina- 
tion. Some of these countries, those in Scandinavia and the Low Coun- 
tries for instance, have populations so small as to make the success of a 
vernacular book industry very problematic. The competition of foreign 
books is severe, whether in translation or even in their original tongues, 
given the generally high linguistic competence of these peoples. Other 
countries which have adopted PLR schemes, such as Australia or New 
Zealand, suffer from the same basic problem, here without linguistic- 
complications. The large-scale importation of texts from the United 
States and the [Jnited Kingdom create severe problems of competition 
for indigenous authors. It is under conditions such as these that the issue 
of cultural nationalism may outweight the author u. librarian conflict 
inherent in PLR. 
Among library associations the strongest opposition to PLR has 
been seen in the United Kingdom, where the Library Association has 
vigorously criticized the whole concept of PLR, from basicassumptions 
to manner of implementation. T o  a lesser extent, Canadian librarians 
have been in opposition, even in the absence of the threat of immediate 
implementation of some form of PLR. While all countries differ to 
some extent in their governmental structure, library practices, literary 
traditions, and economic conditions, the arguments made by librarians 
in these countries will be most relevant to the United States. 
In the words to follow, the author has attempted to bring together 
points of opposition to PLR which have been raised by librarians, as 
well as to list some alternatives to PLR proposed by librarians. His bias 
will be obvious-no attempt has been made to assume a neutral position 
toward PLR. Instead, the author will attempt to list the chief reasons 
why librarian opponents of PLR are against it, while still in favor of aid 
to authors of significant and meritorious works of imagination or 
scholarship. 
The points against PLR made here constitute a sort of inventory, 
not a balanced or even an argued case. Some points are clearly stronger 
than others; some may not even be entireIy consistent with others, nor 
even necessarily relevant to a particular type of PLR system in opera- 
tion. It is hoped that the major points of librarian opposition to PLR 
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are included, and that their validity can be at least considered if not 
finally determined. 
Is there a Public Lending Right? 
Most authors’ arguments for PLR are based on three points, usu-
ally issued not as arguable propositions, but as self-evident truths: 
1. 	that the authors’ proprietary rights to the texts they have written are 
fixed and inalienable natural rights, 
2. 	that these rights are unfairly infringed upon by libraries which freely 
circulate the books embodying these texts, and 
3. 	that the effect of such infringements materially deprives the authors of 
sums they would otherwise realize through private purchase of these 
books. 
There has been little disposition to examine these contentions very 
deeply. This is somewhat surprising in view of the fact that theauthors, 
against all evidence, are vehement in their rejection of the idea of PLR 
payments as being grants from the state to support those engaged in a 
laudable cultural enterprise with no adequate financial return, but 
instead insist that the payments are recompense or compensation for 
financial injury. One would think that an objective demonstration of 
the injury and of its magnitude would reinforce their case. 
Is there a “natural” right, and are libraries infringing? 
Authors customarily view PLR as a natural extension of copyright 
or as a natural analog of public performing rights. Neither analogy is 
convincing. Both copyright and performing rights differ from PLR in 
that both are based on the cruciaI element of reproduction. Briefly and 
broadly put, the copyright holder owns exclusively, for a stated period, 
the right to reproduce in any form whatever it is he has created, and 
nothing more. Beyond this he has no  control over the use of his product 
subsequent to its sale, unless such use has been restricted as a condition 
of sale. The purchaser of a book has a legal right to do  practically 
anything he wants with it as long as he doesn’t reprint it. Performance 
rights also include the element of reproduction, here manifested in the 
interpretation of a score or script by performers into a new product, 
from the sale or presentation of which they, as well as the composer, 
receive payment. Neither right permits the author to claim anything 
from those who passively read the text, the play script, or the music 
score, however they may obtain it. Indeed, copyright laws may even 
SPRING 1981 	 629 
GEORGE PITERNICK 
permit the limited reproduction of works in copyright, if copies so 
produced are intended for single, noncommercial use. It is clear that the 
authors’ case fails to recognize the essential difference between a text and 
the book in which it is given physical form, and that PLR is not really 
related to either of these rights, and is something quite novel, in which 
the rights of more than the authors must be considered. The Economic 
Council of Canada, in a report on intellectual property published in 
1971, makes the point: 
People who firmly believe that they possess not just an interest in 
some objective, but a basic “natural right” in i t ,  are likely to be more 
vigorous and indefatigable in the pursuit of that objective. But how- 
ever passionately may be pressed the claim to a set of rights-whatever 
language may be used to indicate that the claims in question are 
believed to be of a superior order-the granting of legal protection to 
property rights within a democratic society must usually bedone bya 
legislature, the members o f  which, if they are wise, will be careful to 
ask what purposes are expected to be served by the extension of legal 
protection and whether on balance these purposes are likely to be in 
the best interests of society. 
It isoften pointedout that in theunitedstates, therightsofauthors 
and inventors are enshrined in the Constitution. That document does 
indeed deal with such rights, but the context and language of the 
relevant passage are worth noting. The passage occurs not in the Bill 
of Rights, but in the enumeration of the powers of the Congress, 
which are stated to include, among other things, the power “...to 
promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts, by securing for 
limited Times to Authors and Inventors the exclusive Right to their 
respective Writing and Discoveries ....” In other words, a limited right 
is granted in order to promote a stated social end.’ 
PLR cannot, therefore, be considered as a “natural” or “fundamen- 
tal” right. Any consideration of its establishment must involve its 
overall social effects, just as the consideration of copyright has done. 
And it is obvious that the establishment of PLR immediately creates a 
conflict with the legal rights of libraries, established in countless legal 
statutes and charters, to circulate books freely. Moreover, if the creator is 
to retain control over his creation subsequent to its sale, a precedent 
would be set, which, if logically pursued, could result in a multitude of 
further problems. Would not the sculptor or painter also be entitled to 
recompense from those who view his works without having purchased 
them? Why should there not be a public viewing right? And should not 
authors be then also entitled to royalties when books they have written 
are resold in the antiquarian market, or for that matter, even loaned 
from friend to friend? And what of the publisher and bookseller? If 
library circulation really reduces the number of books individualIy 
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bought, their gross financial loss is obviously much greater than is that 
of the author, whose return is only 10-15 percent of the total price. It is 
worth noting that PLR systems in effect in some countries, e.g., Austra- 
lia, do provide for payments to publishers. It is clear that problems and 
consequences such as these, and many others to be mentioned later, have 
induced governments, when instituting the schemes now in operation 
for financial aid to authors, to avoid explicit legal establishment of a 
“public lending right.” 
Do authors actually suffer financial damage through 
1ibrary circulation? 
Many authors have provided individual instances of copies of their 
books having enjoyed tens and even hundreds of circulations in a public 
library, and have extrapolated totals of gigantic size from these instan- 
ces. Librarians, on the other hand, have pointed out that these instances 
are not typical, applying in the main only to very popular novels, and 
that books wear out physically long before such figures are reached. 
Cullis and West, in a study on the economics of PLR, have established 
an average value of 6.5 readings per library book.2 W.R. Maidment, a 
British public librarian, says: “It is hard to accept, but the average 
number of readings of a book purchased by a library is not always vastly 
different from the normal use in private ownership, especially if allow- 
ance is made for successive owners via the secondhand market.”3 
Contentions such as these, beyond being themselves not well 
supported by any very objective evidence, are incomplete in establishing 
the extent or even existence of library damage to authors. Both cases rest 
upon the assumption that every circulation represents a lost sale; that 
every library borrower would have bought the book he borrowed had the 
library copy not been available. But this is clearly simplistic. What must 
also be considered is the library’s place in the entire publishing and 
reading picture, including the effect of the library market on book 
publishing and sales, the reading habits of the public, where it gets what 
it reads, and, not least, what authors themselves gain from library 
operations. 
Studies in all these areas are not abundant, and have not yet pro- 
duced very definitive results. The evidence that is available points to a 
very complicated picture in most of these areas, a picture which does not 
permit easy generalization. But i t  is clear that certain conventional 
wisdoms cannot be supported. 
The easy division of the public into two clearly distinguishable 
groups-those who buy the books they read and those who borrow them 
from the library-is probably not tenable. Nor, in all likelihood, are 
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statements such as J.K. Galbraith’s that: “the rich can buy books, and 
the merely affluent can buy paperbacks. People on a tight budget, or 
their children, depend more on the public library,”* really a true and 
complete picture of reality. Other evidences indicate that the readership 
of the public library is predominantly middle class, not working class, 
and that they not only borrow books from the library, but also buy them. 
A survey of adult leisure reading habits in Canada, commissioned by the 
Secretary of State of Canada, revealed that the public library ranks well 
below bookstores and friends or  family members as the usual source of 
books read, and lower still as the source of the book most recently read 
(lagging in this case below gifts). As the usual source for books, the 
public library accounted for only 27 percent of the books read.’ 
Nor is it any secret that booksellers seek to locateclose to the public 
library whenever possible, and realize the importance of the library to 
the book trade. W.J. Duthie, a leading bookseller in Vancouver, says “a 
bookseller has a far better chance of success if he establishes himself in a 
town with a strong public library, which during its years of existence 
has created a suitable ‘climate’ for the reading of books.”6 
The habit of reading can develop into a big habit, and it can become 
difficult to support. There is much reason to conclude that readers 
satisfy their needs in a number of ways, including both book purchases 
and library use. 
The case for PLR depends upon the automatic assumption that 
library availability of books inhibits book purchase, an assumption 
which must be challenged. There has been little study of this critical 
question, perhaps because neither authors in general nor librarians are 
usually trained in economic analysis. Two papers, both b y  professional 
economists, conclude that the assumption that authors’ incomes would 
be increased if public libraries did not exist is highly questionable. R.S. 
Thompson points out  that the presumed relationship between library 
use and book sales is “dubious”; that there is no a priori reason why 
“collective consumption arrangements,” i.e., library borrowing, should 
merit additional payments to the initial producer; and that projections 
of lost sales based on free library borrowing are, without an extensive 
study of readers’ preference patterns, of “no use in determining what 
private demand ...would be in the absence of libraries.”’ J.G. Cullis, 
University of Bath, and P.A.West, University of Sussex, have attempted 
a sophisticated economic modeling of authorship, bookselling, and 
libraries. They have found that one cannot conclude that authors suffer 
income loss through the operation of public libraries, and that “it 
cannot be assumed that ...higher incomes would accrue anyway in the 
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absence of public libraries.”’ The writers of both papers are laudably 
tentative in their conclusions; it is clear that more study in this area is 
needed. It is equally clear that the authors’ conclusion that library 
circulation damages them financially cannot be accepted without better 
evidence. 
Both of these studies treat only tangentially the effects of the public 
library market upon the very publishability of books. The library 
market is never an insignificant part of the total trade book market in 
larger countries; it is a highly important component in most of the 
smaller countries which have instituted PLR systems. That many books 
now being published would not have been published at all had there not 
been a library market is a fact of life conceded even by some advocatesof 
PLR.’ The illogicality of compensating authors for the loss of royalties 
caused by library use of books which would not have been published in 
the first place had the libraries not been available to buy them has been 
pointed out by several librarian opponents of PLR.” 
What are the effects of P L R  on  libraries? 
Many librarians have resisted the introduction of PLR systems 
because they see them not only as calling into question the very legiti- 
macy of public library operations, but also as threatening the financial 
support of libraries, and as involving the libraries in troublesome and 
expensive recordkeeping to the detriment of their public services. 
The centuries-old right of libraries to buy or otherwise obtain 
books and other library materials, and to circulate them freely to their 
constituencies, was never seriously questioned until 1951, when John 
Brophy made his modest proposal. Librarians are jealous of these 
rights. Faced as they are with the specter of greatly reduced financial 
support for libraries, they understandably are not hospitable to any 
charge that their operations are not only expensive and inefficient, as is 
frequently claimed, but shady as well. Authors frequently disavow any 
intention of doing anything which might hurt libraries;” they empha- 
size that money to compensate authors would not come from libraries, 
or library users, but from the “government.” Librarians, perhaps more 
experienced in dealing with government, are less sanguine-and with 
good reason. Where PLRdisbursements are handled by the same agency 
which provides support to libraries, librarians see direct competition; 
where the PLR agency is in some other branch of government, they still 
see competition. Most governments set aside only so much money for 
support of cultural enterprises, and librarians see PLR as an agent of 
increased competition between authors and libraries for these funds. 
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There seems to be ample ground for librarians’ fears. In Denmark, 
where a revised Public Library Act covers both support to libraries and 
PLR, a drastic shift in allotments for the two purposes has occurred. In 
the last amendment to the act, in 1975, grants to public libraries were 
reduced from 30 percent of their budgets to 20 percent, and grants to 
school libraries were reduced from 30 percent to 15 percent, but the 
award to authors was increased by 33.3 percent.12 In the United King- 
dom, where PLR will be administered by a separate governmental 
agency, f 2  million has been allocated for its annual operation. This  
allocation is made at a time when the public library service grant is 
being cut by 15 percent for the next two years, 1980-81-this on topof a 
5.5 percent cut experienced since 1974.13 
The fear that PLR systems will involve libraries in expensive and 
time-consuming operations detrimental to their public service aims has 
generated much librarian opposition. Of the two methods of data 
gathering, that o f  counting circulations of certain books has been more 
vehemently resisted than that of counting holdings of eligible titles. It 
must be remembered that public libraries once used to be able to tell the 
patron when the book he wanted would be returned if it were already out 
to another borrower. The manual systems which allowed records of this 
type to be maintained have long gone by the board in North America in 
favor of photo-charging. With photo-charging such information is not 
available, and photo-charging was adopted only reluctantly for this 
reason. Its only virtues are speed and relative inexpensiveness. It strikes 
many librarians as ironic that procedures too expensive to use for the 
benefit of library borrowers should be instituted to serve another group. 
Automated circulation systems are still probably not prevalent 
enough to help greatly, except insofar as they might be used in gather- 
ing circulation statistics by sampling. It is by no  means certain that 
automated circulation machinery would do the job effectively in any 
case. 
PLR disbursements on the basis of library holdings instead of 
actual circulations have been viewed by librarians as much to be pre- 
ferred, on the basis of the greater simplicity of the procedure and its 
reduced impact on library operations. It has been suggested that librar- 
ians are over-hospitable to PLR systems based on library holdings in 
order to escape the dire effects of systems based on library circulation. 
Who benefits from PLK? 
The contention that payments to authors under PLR schemes 
should constitute compensation for sales royalties lost through the free 
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availability of books in public libraries carries with i t  the logical impli- 
cation that those who are most victimized should be those most gener- 
ously recompe.nsed. It follows further that such recompense should be 
largely independent of any other consideration which is not directly 
related to this consideration, and that authors deserve compensation 
irrespective of their nationality, the type of material they write or 
otherwise create, the type of library use to which their productions are 
put, the format in which these works are put forth, and the type of 
library circulating them. 
Schemes functioning and schemes proposed, however, depart 
widely from this principle. The customary provision that only indige- 
nous authors are to be recompensed for presumed financial damage 
done to them by libraries creates a moral and possibly a legal problem. 
In a recent magazine article, the minister responsible for PLR imple- 
mentation in the United Kingdom was quoted as saying, “I am sympa- 
thetic to the view that public lending right should extend only to books 
of those living and working in this country, but there are difficulties in 
defining this legally ....”I4 Only in West Germany, where PLR is embo- 
died in copyright law, are foreigners given this protection, and thereare 
evidently crippling difficulties in the administration of this provision. 
Exclusions on other grounds are abundant. Although some 
attempts are usually made to relate the amount of presumed damage to 
recompense, this relationship is severely restricted. Limits are placed on 
the amount an individual author may receive, and minimum qualifica- 
tions for recompense are also established. The medium by which the 
author chooses to communicate also determines his eligibility for relief. 
The author of pieces published in periodicals is excluded from recom- 
pense, as are the compiler of reference materials, the creator of film- 
scripts, and the writer of textbooks. The author must be careful that his 
work exceeds some arbitrary measure of length in pages or words. That 
copy of his book which is circulated by a public library contributes to 
his income; those circulated by school, university and special libraries 
generally do not. And so it goes. Whatever “right” is involved grows 
unrecognizable once all the modifications are made. As the late Eric 
Clough put it: “A ‘right’ said to be based on usage, and founded on 
claims for equity, which has to be modified in this way is a very curious 
right indeed.”I5 It is obvious that all these modifications are based not 
on presumed damage but on considerations of administrative expe- 
diency, and that the authors concur. It is equally obvious that authors as 
a whole are not to benefit, only some authors. And these authors are, by 
and large, those who write trade books for general consumption. 
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It should be noted also that authors are not the only persons 
“benefiting” from PLR enactments. The administrative costs them- 
selves of PLR schemes constitute a significant category of expenditure 
benefiting neither authors nor libraries. Statements of the administra- 
tive costs of PLR schemes tend toward the impressionistic, and are 
expressed usually in rough percentages. 
Several projections of administrative costs have been made in the 
course of planning the implementation of PLR in the United Kingdom 
in 1982, and changes in the original plan have been made toreduce these 
costs. According to recent estimates, annual costs (tobe subtracted from 
the f 2  million to be made available) will be between E0.3 million and 
f0.4million, amounting to 13-16 percent of the total.16 At least twenty 
people will be employed, down from the initial estimate of forty or so. It 
is unlikely that any of these twenty will be paid less than the estimated 
income for the most popular author, which will be on the order of 
f1500.” It is perhaps worth noting that the recent changes made in the 
interests of administrative economy call for a reduction in circulation 
sampling service points from an original figure of seventy-two to forty-
five, even though it had been stated earlier that seventy-two was the 
“minimum consistent with an acceptable degree of accuracy.”’* 
What do Libraries do for Authors? 
The charge that authors are financially penalized by library circu- 
lation of their works remains unproven. Even if it were demonstrable, 
however, a reasonable decision to institute some sort of PLR scheme to 
recompense authors would demand that there be a consideration of 
countervailing benefits that authors get from libraries. These, librarians 
feel, are far from negligible. The effect of library purchases in establish- 
ing a market for large numbers of books has already been mentioned, as 
has the importance of this market in assuring the viability of some 
publishing ventures. But beyond this, libraries also ensure the availabil- 
ity of an author’s published work long after individual titles have gone 
out of print, and this occurs much more rapidly these days as the costs o f  
maintaining publisher inventories soar. There is reason to believe that 
the value of having their works available in building a readership is 
recognized by most authors. An illustrative example: in late 1979, 
McClelland and Stewart, the largest Canadian general publisher, 
decided to reduce inventory by dumping, or otherwise dispersing of 
stocks, of 179 titles which had sold fewer than 1000 copies in the 
previous year. The  Writers Union and the League of Canadian Poets 
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objected vigorously, and together bought ten copies of each title and 
donated them to the library of University College at the University of 
Toronto. The enterprise was described as “a scheme that will at least 
guarantee limited public access to the 179 titles inv~lved.”’~ 
Beyond preservation, libraries and librarians have a notable record 
in promoting authors and their works by means of physical display and 
bibliographical listing. In those countries whose literary output is too 
small to support commercial bibliographical enterprises, libraries and 
librarians have provided these services. In Canada, for instance, where 
no Wilson, Bowker or Whitaker operates, librarians, as A.B. Piternick 
points out, have been responsible for compiling, or initiating the com- 
pilation of, the Canadian Catalogue of Books, Canadian Books in Print, 
and other bibliographical aids.” 
What Alternatives to PLR Would Librarians Suggest? 
As mentioned earlier, librarian opposition to PLR schemes, both 
in principle and in application, in no way questions or denies the fact 
that most published authors are poorly rewarded for their labors. A few 
strike it rich; the large majority cannot depend upon their writing for a 
decent livelihood. This situation is especially severe in smaller coun- 
tries, where even best-selling authors cannot earn much in absolute 
terms because of the small size of the potential market. That relief is 
needed will be conceded by most librarians; some, indeed, are so dis-
turbed by the situation as to become advocates for PLR; others have 
sought alternative remedies. 
It should be realized that the argument for increasing rewards to 
writers cannot be based on any economic need to support an occupation 
which might die out if no relief were afforded, but must be made on the 
basis of our perceptions of social values. It is obvious that the poor 
returns from most authorship cannot have demonstrably reduced the 
number of authors writing and the number of manuscripts produced, if 
the number of items published per year, a figure which continues to rise 
steadily, is any index. 
It seems justifiable to surmise that a major repellent to librarians in 
PLR schemes may be the fact that there is a basic relationship between 
popularity and recompense in theory, however much this relationship 
may be modified in practice, whereas there is no clearly demonstrable 
correlation between the popularity and the literary value of written 
works. The result is that those authors whose works enjoy the largest 
private sale are precisely those who also stand to earn the largest PLR 
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benefits, with the literary value of the book a matter of no consequence. 
The author of the book of high literary or scholarly quality, but with 
limited popular appeal, is the loser. There are some authors who claim 
PLR as an absolute right, and who insist on PLR payments in strict 
relation to the number of library loans; most others have been willing to 
accept schemes o f  award which tend to favor authors whose income 
from sales royalties is small. 
A number of suggestions whereby financial aid toauthors might be 
given outside PLR have been put forward by librarians and others at 
various times. In essence, they recognize the financial plight of most 
authors but attempt to avoid the dubious assumptions embodied in 
PLR principles, the gross inequities in PLR practices, and the cumber- 
some administrative practices of PLR. They fall, by and large, into five 
general categories: ( 1 )  curtailment of library purchases, (2)special pric- 
ing of library books, (3) direct tax relief, (4) augmentation of royalty 
income, and (5)augmented programs of literary awards. 
It has been proposed that libraries refrain from purchasing those 
books whose free circulation is held to damage author interests, at least 
in the first year or two after publication, the period during which the 
larger part of their potential sales are realized. Abstention of this type 
might also serve another purpose-that of establishing the actual effect 
of library purchases upon authors' incomes, as pointed out by Piternick 
and Rothstein." 
A system wherein books sold to libraries would be sold at higher 
prices to libraries, with the increase going to the authors, is another 
possibility. To the extent that many libraries now pay more than 
individual subscribers for periodicals, the idea is not without precedent. 
The likely effects of differential pricing would be increased care in the 
selection of books bought by libraries and an intensification of the 
informational function of libraries over the recreational function. 
The exclusion of royalty income, wholly or u p  to some maximum 
value, from income taxation would aid authors in providing an auto- 
matic augmentation of royalties for their work. There are, no  doubt, 
some few authors who donot earn enough by writing to owe any income 
tax at all, but it is not clear that PLR benefits to this group would be 
significant either, given that most PLR schemes require some min- 
imum qualification for reimbursement. 
The suggestion has also been made that relief to authors might be 
achieved by augmentation of normal royalty payments, either as a direct 
result of bargaining between authors and publishers or by government 
involvement. It is probably unrealistic to expect any great degree of 
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success by direct bargaining in what is, and has always been, a strong 
buyer’s market. Maureen Duffy, a leading author advocate of PLR in the 
United Kingdom, has stated that some publishers are already talking 
about reducing royalties in lieu of PLR, or seeking agreements to share 
in the proceeds.22 But a scheme whereby royalty payments were matched 
in some way by government grants would certainly be feasible and 
relatively simple to administer. Governmental guarantee of royalty 
minimums might be another way of achieving the same end. 
Many librarians favor expanded and improved systems of reward 
for cultural contribution in lieu of PLR, in effect inserting the factor of 
quality and cultural value. In the simplest terms, they would rather 
encourage the young Faulkners and Bellows than the young Wallaces 
and Susanns. Most developed nations already have systems of prizes, 
awards, fellowships, sabbaticals, writers-in-residence programs, etc., in 
place; most librarians would like to see them greatly expanded in 
number and size. That value judgments would be necessary in such a 
program is obvious, and the difficulties in arriving at such judgments 
should be not underestimated; but such judgments are already being 
made. And, to the extent that library holdings might provide data in aid 
of such judgments, most librarians would be willing to help. The 
Canadian Library Association has adopted a policy along these lines. At 
its Annual General Meeting held in Halifax in 1976, it passed a resolu- 
tion on PLR which, while firmly rejecting any scheme based on the idea 
of compensating authors for library circulation of their books, did offer 
to support some system of increased financial rewards to authors based 
on their cultural contribution.%The Book and Periodical Development 
Council, whose membership includes the Writers Union of Canada and 
the leading Canadian publishers and booksellers associations, has 
affirmed the value of library holdings in making assessments of such 
contributions, because they are: “based on those standards of quality 
and social and cultural importance, as well as immediate public inter- 
est, that areexercised by librarians in selecting the books which they will 
purchase and keep in their collections. The standards applied are more 
likely to reflect long-term judgments than are those of the book-buying 
public at the time of p~b l i ca t ion . ’ ’~~  
Increasing financial rewards to authors through methods such as 
these is bound to be more attractive to librarians in maximizing the 
likelihood that those authors making the greatest actual or potential 
contribution to literature and to the national culture will be those 
rewarded. Also avoided thereby are: ( 1 )  the establishment of a right 
which most librarians regard as not only spurious but detrimental to the 
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rights of libraries and their clientele (with the groundless imputation of 
damage done to authors by libraries); and (2) the involvement of librar-
ies in expensive clerical operations to the detriment of their services. 
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